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The following letters were distributed to potential cooperating and participating agencies during 
Pre-Scoping, and include: 

 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
• National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office 
• Texas Coastal Coordination Council 
• Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
• Texas General Land Office 
• Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District 
• Eighth Coast Guard District, Bridge Section  
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Corpus Christi Ecological Services Office 
• City of Corpus Christi 
• Port of Corpus Christi Authority 
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The following letters were received from potential cooperating and participating agencies during Pre-
Scoping, and include correspondence from: 

 

• Port of Corpus Christi Authority 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District 
• Eighth Coast Guard District, Bridge Section 
• U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Corpus Christi Ecological Services Office 
• Texas Historical Commission  
• National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office 
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Responses to General Agency Questions for Pre‐scoping of the Harbor Bridge EIS Project 

1. Yes, THC is familiar with some of the US DOT requirements under SAFETEA‐LU. 

2. Personnel at THC understand that there is a proposed project to replace the Harbor Bridge and 

some preliminary studies have been undertaken related to impacts to historic properties. 

3. There will be two points of contact for project communication:  

Mark Denton 

 Archeology Division 

mark.denton@thc.state.tx.us 

512/463‐5711 

Adrienne Campbell 

History Programs Division 

adrienne.campbell@thc.state.tx.us  

512/936‐7403 

The mailing address for both is: 

PO Box 12276 

Austin, TX 78711‐2276 

4. The contact persons would not be available for routine meetings.  

5. Time constraints would probably limit staff to participating in no more than one or two 

meetings. 

6. See above. Staff availability is limited, and the best use of staff time is for review during project 

coordination under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). However, 

TxDOT has a staff that includes both archeologists and architectural historians who have access 

to all of the information that THC would be able to provide at the early stages of project 

development and alternatives selection.    

7. Coordination with our agency is already prescribed by the Programmatic Agreement between 

FHWA, TxDOT, THC, and ACHP.  If there is an interest in working with THC outside of the terms 

of this agreement, it needs to be coordinated directly with our agency, not in the draft 

Coordination Plan for the EIS.  

8. No. However, it is unlikely that THC will provide comments in the early scoping phase of the 

project. Once TxDOT identifies historic properties in the project area and is ready to proceed 

with coordination with our agency under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 

and according to the terms of the Programmatic Agreement, THC will be prepared to review the 

project within a 20‐day timeframe. 

9. See answer to number 8, above. 

10. We received the questionnaire by email; no project draft Coordination Plan with letter showing 

a range of alternatives was provided. 

11. That is at the discretion of the federal agency. 

 

Additional Cooperating Agency questions 

1. Yes. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, federal agencies are required 

to consider the potential of federal undertakings to affect historic properties. The comments of 

THC must be considered in this process. 
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2.  Compliance with NEPA, SAFETEA‐LU, and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

is the responsibility of FHWA, not THC. THC staff cannot assist in writing the DEIS or technical 

reports. THC staff will review and comment on technical reports. 

Participating Agencies 

1. See above answer regarding cooperating agencies. 
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From: Eddie_Sutherland@URSCorp.com
To: jbuntz@hicksenv.com; ereed@hicksenv.com; 
cc: Matt_Thompson@URSCorp.com; 
Subject: Fw: Informal coordination regarding US 181 improvements in Corpus Christi
Date: Friday, March 04, 2011 9:21:21 AM
Attachments: Essential Fish Habitat.pdf 

Attached is the response from NMFS and note that their contact person has 
changed.  Erin Piper also attached the Essential Fish Habitat guidance so 
I'm forwarding this to Hicks even though I'm sure you have it. 
 
Eddie Sutherland 
Environmental Task Leader 
URS Corporation 
9400 Amberglen 
Austin, Texas 78729 
Phone: 512-419-6449 
 
 
This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential 
information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this 
message in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, 
distribute, disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy 
the e-mail and any attachments or copies. 
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Eddie Sutherland/Austin/URSCorp on 03/04/2011 09:18 AM 
----- 
 
Erin Piper <Erin.Piper@noaa.gov> 
03/03/2011 03:31 PM 
 
 
 
To 
vicki.crnich@txdot.gov 
cc 
eddie_sutherland@urscorp.com, victor.vourcos@txdot.gov 
Subject 
Re: Informal coordination regarding US 181 improvements in Corpus Christi 
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Executive Summary 
 


The 1996 amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
(Magnuson-Stevens Act) set forth a new mandate for NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), regional fishery management councils (FMC), and other federal agencies to identify and 
protect important marine and anadromous fish habitat.  The essential fish habitat (EFH) provisions of 
the Magnuson-Stevens Act support one of the nation’s overall marine resource management goals - 
maintaining sustainable fisheries.  Essential to achieving this goal is the maintenance of suitable 
marine fishery habitat quality and quantity. The FMCs, with assistance from NMFS, have delineated 
EFH for federally managed species.  As new fishery management plans (FMPs) are developed, EFH 
for newly managed species will be defined as well.  Federal action agencies which fund, permit, or 
carry out activities that may adversely affect EFH are required to consult with NMFS regarding the 
potential impacts of their actions on EFH and respond in writing to NMFS or FMC recommendations.  
In addition, NMFS and the FMCs may comment on and make recommendations to any state agency 
on their activities that may affect EFH.  Measures recommended by NMFS or an FMC to protect EFH 
are advisory, not proscriptive. 
 
On December 19, 1997, interim final rules, which specified procedures for implementation of the 
EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, were published in the Federal Register.  These rules 
were subsequently revised and published as a final rule on January 17, 2002 (67 FR 2343).  The rules, 
in two subparts, address requirements for FMP amendment, and detail the coordination, consultation, 
and recommendation requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 
  
Within the area encompassed by the NMFS Southeast Region, EFH has been identified for hundreds 
of marine species covered by 20 FMPs, under the auspices of the Gulf of Mexico, South Atlantic, or 
Caribbean FMC or the NMFS.  A generic FMP amendment delineating EFH for species managed by 
the Gulf of Mexico FMC was completed and approved in early 1999.  The generic FMP subsequently 
was updated and revised in 2005 and became effective in January 2006 (70 FR 76216).  In addition, 
EFH for highly migratory species managed by the NMFS is identified in a consolidated FMP (NMFS, 
2006). 
 
Wherever possible, NMFS intends to use existing interagency coordination processes to fulfill EFH 
consultations for federal agency actions that may adversely affect EFH.  Provided certain regulatory 
specifications are met, EFH consultations will be incorporated into interagency procedures 
established under the National Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act, 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, or other applicable statutes.  If existing processes cannot 
adequately address EFH consultation requirements, appropriate new procedures may be developed in 
cooperation with the NMFS.  Programmatic consultations may be implemented or General 
Concurrences may be developed when program or project impacts are individually and cumulatively 
minimal in nature.  Moreover, NMFS will work closely with federal agencies on programs requiring 
either expanded or abbreviated individual project consultations. 
 
An effective, interagency EFH consultation process is vital to ensure that federal actions are 
consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act resource management goals.  The NMFS will strive to 
work with action agencies to foster an understanding of EFH consultation requirements and identify 
the most efficient interagency mechanisms to fulfill agency responsibilities. 
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ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT: 
 A Marine Fish Habitat Conservation Mandate for Federal Agencies 


Gulf of Mexico Region 
 


Introduction 
 
This document has been prepared by the Southeast Regional Office of the NOAA’s National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) to provide an overview of the essential fish habitat (EFH) provisions of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) and 
implementing rules.  This document provides a brief legislative and regulatory background, 
introduces the concept of EFH, and describes consultation requirements.  Consistent with elements of 
the NMFS’s National Habitat Plan, Strategic Plan, and Habitat Conservation Policy, this document is 
intended to:  provide a mechanism for information exchange; foster interagency discussion and 
problem-solving; and enhance communication and coordination among the NMFS, Gulf of Mexico 
Fishery Management Council (GMFMC), and affected state and federal agencies.  Ultimately, 
improved interagency coordination and consultation will enhance the ability of the agencies, working 
cooperatively, to sustain healthy and productive marine fishery habitats. 
 
 
Legislative and Regulatory Background 
 
The 1996 amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Act  (excerpted at Appendix 1) set forth a new 
mandate to identify and protect important marine and anadromous fisheries habitat.  The regional 
fishery management councils (FMC), with assistance from NMFS, are required to delineate EFH in 
fishery management plans (FMP) or FMP amendments for all federally managed fisheries.  Federal 
action agencies which fund, permit, or carry out activities that may adversely affect EFH are required 
to consult with NMFS regarding potential adverse impacts of their actions on EFH, and respond in 
writing to NMFS and FMC recommendations.  In addition, NMFS is directed to comment on any 
state agency activities that would impact EFH adversely. 
 
The purpose of addressing habitat in this act is to further one of the nation’s important marine 
resource management goals - maintaining sustainable fisheries.  Achieving this goal requires the 
long-term maintenance of suitable marine fishery habitat quality and quantity.  Measures 
recommended to protect EFH by NMFS or an FMC are advisory, not proscriptive.  However, federal 
agencies that do not adopt EFH conservation recommendations must provide a written explanation 
setting forth the scientific basis for that decision.  An effective EFH consultation process is vital to 
ensuring that federal actions are consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act resource management 
goals. 
 
Guidance and procedures for implementing the 1996 amendments of the Magnuson-Stevens Act were 
provided through an interim final rule established by the NMFS in 1997 and published as a final rule 
in 2002 (50 CFR Sections 600.805 - 600.930).  These rules specify that FMP amendments be 
prepared to describe and identify EFH and identify appropriate actions to conserve and enhance those 
habitats.  In addition, the rules establish procedures to promote the protection of EFH through 
interagency coordination and consultation on proposed federal and state actions. 
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EFH Designation 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that EFH be identified for all fisheries that are federally 
managed.  This includes species managed by the FMCs under federal FMPs, as well as those 
managed by the NMFS under FMPs developed by the Secretary of Commerce.  EFH is defined in the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act as “...those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, 
feeding, or growth to maturity.”   The rules promulgated by the NMFS in 1997 and 2002 further 
clarify EFH with the following definitions:  waters - aquatic areas and their associated physical, 
chemical, and biological properties that are used by fish and may include aquatic areas historically 
used by fish where appropriate; substrate - sediment, hard bottom, structures underlying the waters, 
and associated biological communities; necessary - the habitat required to support a sustainable 
fishery and the managed species’ contribution to a healthy ecosystem; and spawning, breeding, 
feeding, or growth to maturity - stages representing a species’ full life cycle.   EFH may be a subset 
of all areas occupied by a species.  Acknowledging that the amount of information available for EFH 
determinations will vary for the different life stages of each species, the rules direct the FMCs to use 
the best information available, to take a risk averse approach to designations, and to be increasingly 
specific and narrow in their delineations as more refined information becomes available.   
 
Applicable FMP authorities for the Gulf of Mexico, and species covered by those FMPs for which 
EFH was designated, are listed in Appendices 2 and 3.  Species listed are those for which data were 
adequate or could be inferred to define and describe EFH.  The listed species collectively occur 
throughout the areas managed by the NMFS and GMFMC; therefore, inclusion of additional species 
for which life history data are limited would be unlikely to encompass a greater geographic area.  
Representative areas designated as EFH by the GMFMC NMFS are presented in Appendix 4. 
 
The rules also direct NMFS and FMCs to consider a second, more limited habitat designation for each 
species in addition to EFH.  Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) are described in the rules as 
subsets of EFH which are rare, particularly susceptible to human-induced degradation, especially 
ecologically important, or located in an environmentally stressed area.  In general, HAPCs include 
high value intertidal and estuarine habitats, offshore areas of high habitat value or vertical relief, and 
habitats used for migration, spawning, and rearing of fish and shellfish.  Areas identified as HAPC by 
the NMFS and the GMFMC are presented in Appendix 5.  For a complete description of designated 
HAPC the reader should reference the GMFMC’s 2005 generic amendment and the supporting 
environmental impact statement (see Appendix 8).  HAPCs are not afforded any additional regulatory 
protection under the Magnuson-Stevens Act; however, federal actions with potential adverse impacts 
to HAPC will be more carefully scrutinized during the consultation process and will be subject to 
more stringent EFH conservation recommendations. 
 
Designating the spatial and seasonal extent of EFH has taken careful and deliberate consideration by 
NMFS and the GMFMC.  The effort to identify and delineate EFH was a rigorous process that 
involved advice and input by numerous state and federal agencies and the public at large.  Appendix 6 
presents generalized EFH designations based on species or species assemblage habitat requirements 
developed by the GMFMC.  Summaries of highly migratory species and the associated categories of 
EFH for each life stage based on information developed by the NMFS are displayed in Appendix 7.  
These two appendices are intended to provide a convenient summary of habitat and geographic 
information on species managed by the GMFMC as well as for species managed by the NMFS, where 
EFH has been identified for the managed species within oceanic, coastal, and estuarine habitats of the 
Gulf of Mexico.  For detailed discussions and descriptions, the reader should refer to the relevant 
FMP amendments and supporting environmental impact documents. 
 
Additional sources of information, useful for preparing EFH assessments, and to further one’s 
understanding of EFH designations and federally managed fishery resources, are available through 
the NMFS and GMFMC.  Appendix 8 provides citations for the FMPs for the Gulf of Mexico and 
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identifies web sites containing information on the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the NMFS final rules 
governing EFH designation and consultation, and data on specific managed fisheries and associated 
habitats.  NMFS Southeast Region and FMC points of contact for activities within the Gulf of Mexico 
are identified in Appendix 9. 
 
Besides delineating EFH, the FMPs produced for managed fisheries in the Gulf of Mexico identify 
and describe potential threats to EFH, which include threats from development, fishing, or any other 
sources.  Also identified are recommend EFH conservation and enhancement measures.  Guidelines 
used in the development of EFH amendment sections for each of these issues were established by the 
EFH rules. 
 
NMFS and FMCs also are required to implement management measures to minimize, to the extent 
practicable, any adverse impacts to EFH caused by fishing gears.  Those measures can include area 
closures, gear restrictions, seasonal restrictions, and other measures designed to avoid or minimize 
degradation of EFH attributable to fishing activities.  Various protective measures have been imposed 
for some fisheries under NMFS and FMC jurisdiction and FMCs are coordinating with the NMFS to 
identify research necessary to determine where additional conservation measures might be 
appropriate. 
 
 
EFH Consultations 
 
In the regulatory context, one of the most important provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act for 
conserving fish habitat is that which requires consultation when actions to be permitted, funded, or 
undertaken by a federal agency may adversely impact EFH.  The consultation requirements in the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act direct federal agencies to consult with NMFS when any of their activities may 
have an adverse affect on EFH and defines adverse affect as “any impact that reduces quality and/or 
quantity of EFH...[and] may include direct (e.g., contamination or physical disruption), indirect (e.g., 
loss of prey, reduction in species’ fecundity), site-specific or habitat wide impacts, including 
individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions.” 
 
The consultation provisions have caused some concern among federal action agencies regarding 
potential increases in workload and the regulatory burden on the public. NMFS has addressed these 
concerns in the EFH rules by emphasizing and encouraging the use of existing environmental review 
processes and time frames.  Provided the specifications outlined in the EFH regulations are met, 
consultations should be incorporated into interagency procedures previously established under the 
National Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act, Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, or other applicable statutes. 
 
To incorporate EFH consultations into coordination, consultation and/or environmental review 
procedures already required by other statutes, three criteria must be met: 
 
 
(1) The existing process must provide NMFS with timely notification of the action; 
 
(2) Notification of the action must include an EFH Assessment of the impacts of the proposed action 
as outlined in the EFH rules; and 
 
(3) NMFS must have completed a written finding that the existing coordination process satisfies the 
requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 
 
 
 







 
6 


An EFH Assessment is a critical review of the proposed project and its potential impacts to EFH.  As 
set forth in the rules, EFH Assessments must include:  (1) a description of the proposed action; (2) an 
analysis of the effects, including cumulative effects, of the action on EFH, the managed species, and 
associated species by life history stage; (3) the federal agency’s views regarding the effects of the 
action on EFH; and (4) proposed mitigation, if applicable.  If appropriate, the assessment should also 
include the results of an on-site inspection, the views of recognized experts on the habitat or species 
affects, a literature review, an analysis of alternatives to the proposed action, and any other relevant 
information. 
 
Once NMFS learns of a federal or state activity that may have an adverse effect on EFH, NMFS is 
required to develop EFH conservation recommendations for the activity, even if consultation has not 
been initiated by the action agency.  These recommendations may include measures to avoid, 
minimize, mitigate, or otherwise offset adverse effects on EFH and are to be provided to the action 
agency in a timely manner.  The Magnuson-Stevens Act also authorizes FMCs to comment on federal 
and state projects, and directs FMCs to comment on any project that may substantially impact EFH.  
The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that federal agencies respond to EFH conservation 
recommendations of the NMFS and FMCs in writing and within 30 days. 
 
Consultations may be conducted through programmatic, general concurrence, or project specific 
mechanisms.  Evaluation at a programmatic level may be appropriate when sufficient information is 
available to develop EFH conservation recommendations and address all reasonably foreseeable 
adverse impacts under a particular program area.  General Concurrences can be utilized for categories 
of similar activities having minimal individual and cumulative impacts.  Programmatic and General 
Concurrence consultations minimize the need for individual project consultation in most cases 
because NMFS has determined that the actions will likely result in no more than minimal adverse 
effects, and conservation measures would be implemented.  For example, NMFS might agree to a 
General Concurrence for the construction of docks or piers which, with incorporation of design or 
siting constraints, would minimally affect federally managed fishery resources and their habitats. 
 
Consultations at a project-specific level are required when critical decisions are made at the project 
implementation stage, or when sufficiently detailed information for development of EFH 
conservation recommendations does not exist at the programmatic level.  To facilitate project-specific 
consultations, NMFS and the action agency should discuss how existing review or coordination 
processes can be used to accomplish the EFH consultation.  With agreement on how existing 
coordination mechanisms will be used, the NMFS will transmit a findings letter to the action agency 
describing the conduct of EFH consultation within existing project review frameworks.  To date, 
more than 20 findings with federal and state partners in the southeast have been completed. 
 
Project specific consultations must follow either the abbreviated or expanded procedures.  
Abbreviated consultations allow NMFS to quickly determine whether, and to what degree, a federal 
action may adversely impact EFH, and should be used when impacts to EFH are expected to be 
minor.  For example, the abbreviated consultation procedure would be used when the adverse effect 
of an action or proposed action could be alleviated through minor design or operational modifications, 
or the inclusion of measures to offset unavoidable adverse impacts. 
 
Expanded consultations allow NMFS and a federal action agency the maximum opportunity to work 
together in the review of an activity’s impact on EFH and the development of EFH conservation 
recommendations.  Expanded consultation procedures must be used for federal actions that would 
result in substantial adverse effects to EFH.  Federal action agencies are encouraged to contact NMFS 
at the earliest opportunity to discuss whether the adverse effect of a proposed action makes expanded 
consultation appropriate.  In addition, it may be determined after review of an abbreviated 
consultation that a greater level of review and analysis would be appropriate and that review through 
expanded consultation procedures should be employed.  Expanded consultation procedures provide 
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additional time for the development of conservation recommendations, and may be appropriate for 
actions such as the construction of large marinas or port facilities, or activities subject to preparation 
of an environmental impact statement. 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act mandates that a federal action agency must respond in writing to EFH 
conservation recommendations from NMFS and FMCs within 30 days of receiving those 
recommendations.  The rules require that such a response be provided at least 10 days prior to final 
approval of the action, if a decision by the federal agency is required in fewer than 30 days and that 
decision is inconsistent with the recommendations of the NMFS.  The response must include a 
description of measures proposed by the agency for avoiding, mitigating, or offsetting the impact of 
the activity on EFH.  In the case of a response that is inconsistent with NMFS conservation 
recommendations, the agency must explain its reasons for not following the recommendations, 
including the scientific rationale for any disagreements with NMFS over the anticipated effects of the 
proposed action and the measures needed to offset such effects. 
 
The regulations provide an important opportunity to resolve critical and outstanding EFH issues prior 
to an action agency rendering a final decision.  When an agency decision is inconsistent with NMFS 
conservation recommendations, the NMFS Assistant Administrator may request a meeting with the 
head of the action agency to further discuss the project and attempt to achieve a greater level 
protection for EFH and federally managed fisheries.  The process for higher-level review of proposed 
actions is not specified in the regulations; rather it is to be addressed on an agency-by-agency basis.  
In keeping with NMFS’s effort to minimize the regulatory burden of EFH consultation requirements, 
review by the Assistant Administrator and action agency representative should be streamlined and 
tightly focused.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The EFH mandates of the Magnuson-Stevens Act represent an integration of fishery management and 
habitat management by stressing the dependency of healthy, productive fisheries on the maintenance 
of viable and diverse estuarine and marine ecosystems.  Federal action agencies are required to 
consult with the NMFS whenever a construction, permitting, funding, or other action may adversely 
affect EFH.  The EFH consultation process will ensure that federal agencies explicitly consider the 
effects of their actions on important habitats, with the goal of supporting the sustainable management 
of marine fisheries.  The NMFS is committed to working with federal and state agencies to implement 
these mandates effectively and efficiently, with the ultimate goal of sustaining of the nation’s fishery 
resources. 
 







 
8 


Appendix 1.  Selected Text from the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1855 et seq) 
 
SEC. 305. OTHER REQUIREMENTS AND AUTHORITY                                   
104-297   
(b) FISH HABITAT. 


(1) (A) The Secretary shall, within 6 months of the date of enactment of the Sustainable Fisheries 
Act, establish by regulation guidelines to assist the Councils in the description and 
identification of essential fish habitat in fishery management plans (including adverse impacts 
on such habitat) and in the consideration of actions to ensure the conservation and 
enhancement of such habitat. The Secretary shall set forth a schedule for the amendment of 
fishery management plans to include the identification of essential fish habitat and for the 
review and updating of such identifications based on new scientific evidence or other relevant 
information. 
(B) The Secretary, in consultation with participants in the fishery, shall provide each Council 
with recommendations and information regarding each fishery under that Council's authority 
to assist it in the identification of essential fish habitat, the adverse impacts on that habitat, 
and the actions that should be considered to ensure the conservation and enhancement of that 
habitat. 
(C) The Secretary shall review programs administered by the Department of Commerce and 
ensure that any relevant programs further the conservation and enhancement of essential fish 
habitat. 
(D) The Secretary shall coordinate with and provide information to other Federal agencies to 
further the conservation and enhancement of essential fish habitat. 
 


(2) Each Federal agency shall consult with the Secretary with respect to any action authorized, 
funded, or undertaken, or proposed to be authorized, funded, or undertaken, by such agency 
that may adversely affect any essential fish habitat identified under this Act. 


 
(3) Each Council-- 


(A) may comment on and make recommendations to the Secretary and any Federal or State 
agency concerning any activity authorized, funded, or undertaken, or proposed to be 
authorized, funded, or undertaken, by any Federal or State agency that, in the view of the 
Council, may affect the habitat, including essential fish habitat, of a fishery resource under its 
authority; and 
(B) shall comment on and make recommendations to the Secretary and any Federal or State 
agency concerning any such activity that, in the view of the Council, is likely to substantially 
affect the habitat, including essential fish habitat, of an anadromous fishery resource under its 
authority. 
 


(4) (A) If the Secretary receives information from a Council or Federal or State agency or 
determines from other sources that an action authorized, funded, or undertaken, or proposed 
to be authorized, funded, or undertaken, by any State or Federal agency would adversely 
affect any essential fish habitat identified under this Act, the Secretary shall recommend to 
such agency measures that can be taken by such agency to conserve such habitat. 
(B) Within 30 days after receiving a recommendation under subparagraph (A), a Federal 
agency shall provide a detailed response in writing to any Council commenting under 
paragraph (3) and the Secretary regarding the matter. The response shall include a description 
of measures proposed by the agency for avoiding, mitigating, or offsetting the impact of the 
activity on such habitat. In the case of a response that is inconsistent with the 
recommendations of the Secretary, the Federal agency shall explain its reasons for not 
following the recommendations. 
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Appendix 2.  Fishery Management Plans and Managed Species for the Gulf of Mexico area. 
 


GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
 


Shrimp Fishery Management Plan 
 brown shrimp - Farfantepenaeus aztecus 
 pink shrimp - F. duorarum 
 royal red shrimp - Pleoticus robustus 
 white shrimp - Litopenaeus setiferus 
 
Red Drum Fishery Management Plan 
 red drum - Sciaenops ocellatus 
 
Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan 


almaco jack – Seriola rivoliana 
anchor tilefish - Caulolatilus intermedius 
banded rudderfish – S. zonata 
blackfin snapper - Lutjanus buccanella 
blackline tilefish - Caulolatilus cyanops 


 black grouper- Mycteroperca bonaci 
blueline tilefish – C. microps 
cubera snapper – L. cyanopterus 
dog snapper – L. jocu 
dwarf sand perch - Diplectrum bivittatum 


 gag grouper - M. microlepis 
goldface tilefish – C. chrysops 
goliath grouper - Epinephelus itajara 


 gray snapper – L. griseus 
 gray triggerfish - Balistes capriscus 
 greater amberjack – S. dumerili 


hogfish - Lachnolaimus maximus 
 lane snapper - Lutjanus synagris 
 lesser amberjack - S. fasciata 


mahogany snapper – L. mahogoni 
marbled grouper – E. inermis 
misty grouper – E. mystacinus 
mutton snapper – L. analis 
Nassau grouper – E. striatus 
queen snapper - Etelis oculatus 
red hind - Epinephelus guttatus 


 red grouper – E. morio 
 red snapper - L. campechanus 


rock hind – E. adscensionis 
sand perch - Diplectrum formosum 


 scamp grouper - M. phenax 
schoolmaster – L. apodus 
silk snapper – L. vivanus 
snowy grouper – E. niveatus 
speckled hind - E.  drummondhayi 


 tilefish - Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps 
 vermilion snapper - Rhomboplites aurorubens 


Warsaw grouper – E. nigritus 
 wenchman - Pristipomoides aquilonaris 


yellowedge grouper E .lavolimbatus 
yellowfin grouper – M. venenosa 
yellowmouth grouper – M. interstitialis 
yellowtail snapper - Ocyurus chrysurus 


 
 


 Stone Crab Fishery Management Plan 
 Florida stone crab - Menippe mercenaria 


gulf stone crab – M. adina 
 
Spiny Lobster Fishery Management Plan 
 spiny lobster - Panulirus argus 
                slipper lobster - Scyllarides nodife 
 
Coral and Coral Reef Fishery Management 
Plan 
 varied coral species and coral reef 
 communities comprised of several hundred 
 species 
 
Coastal Migratory Pelagic Fishery 
Management Plan 
                cobia - Rachycentron canadum  
 king mackerel – Scomberomorus cavalla 
 Spanish mackerel - S. maculatus 
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Appendix 3.  Species Managed in the Gulf of Mexico under Federally Implemented Fishery 
Management Plans. 
 
 
 
Tuna 


albacore - Thunnus alalunga 
Atlantic bigeye - T. obesus 
Atlantic bluefin - T. thynnus  
Atlantic yellowfin - T. albacares 
skipjack - Katsuwonus pelamis 


 
 
Swordfish 
 swordfish - Xiphias gladius  
 
 
Billfish 


blue marlin - Makaira nigricans  
 sailfish - Istiophorus platypterus 
 white marlin - T. albidus 
 longbill spearfish - Tetrapturus pfluegeri 
 
 
Large Coastal Sharks 
 basking shark - Cetorhinus maximus 


great hammerhead – Sphyrna  mokarran 
scalloped hammerhead - S. lewini 
smooth hammerhead - S. zygaena 
white shark - Carcharodon carcharias 
nurse shark - Ginglymostoma cirratum 
bignose shark - Carcharhinus altimus 
blacktip shark - C. limbatus 
bull shark - C. leucas 
Caribbean reef shark - C. perezi 
dusky shark - C. obscurus 
Galapagos shark - C. galapagensis 
lemon shark - Negaprion brevirostris 
narrowtooth shark - C. brachyurus 
night shark - C. signatus 
sandbar shark - C. plumbeus 
silky shark - C. falciformis 
spinner shark - C. brevipinna 
tiger shark - Galeocerdo cuvieri 
bigeye sand tiger - Odontaspis noronhai 
sand tiger shark - O. taurus 
whale shark - Rhinocodon typus 


Small Coastal Sharks 
Atlantic angel shark - Squatina dumerili 
bonnethead - Sphyrna tiburo 
Atlantic sharpnose – R.  terraenovae 
blacknose shark - C. acronotus 
Caribbean sharpnose shark - R. porosus  
finetooth shark - C. isodon 
smalltail shark - C. porosus 


 
 
Pelagic Sharks 
 bigeye sixgill shark - Hexanchus vitulus 
 sevengill shark – Heptranchias perlo 


sixgill shark - H. griseus 
longfin mako shark - Isurus paucus 
porbeagle shark - Lamna nasus 
shortfin mako shark - I. oxyrinchus 
blue shark - Prionace glauca 
oceanic whitetip shark - C. longimanu 
bigeye thresher shark - Alopias superciliosus 
common thresher shark - A. vulpinus 
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Appendix 4.  Representative Categories of Essential Fish Habitat Identified in the Fishery 
Management Plan Amendment of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. (Generally, 
EFH for species managed under the NMFS Billfish and Highly Migratory Species plans falls 
within the marine and estuarine water column habitats designated by the Council)


 
Estuarine areas 
 
Estuarine emergent wetlands 
 
Mangrove wetlands 
 
Submerged aquatic vegetation 
 
Algal flats 
 
Mud, sand, shell, and rock substrates 
 
Estuarine water column 
 
 
 


 
Marine areas 
 
Water column 
 
Vegetated bottoms 
 
Non-vegetated bottoms 
 
Live bottoms 
 
Coral reefs 
 
Geologic features 
 
Continental Shelf features 
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Appendix 5.  Habitat Areas of Particular Concern Identified in the 2005 Fishery Management 
Plan Amendment of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. 
 
 
Florida  


Madison-Swanson Marine Reserve 
 


Tortugas North 
 


Tortugas South 
 


Florida Middle Grounds 
 
Pulley Ridge 


 
Texas/Louisiana Topographic Features (Reefs and Banks) 
 West Flower Garden Banks 
 
 East Flower Garden Banks 
 
 Stetson Bank 
 
 29 Fathom Bank 
 
 MacNeil Bank 
 
 Rezak Sidner Bank 
 
 Rankin Bright Bank 
 
 Geyer Bank 
 
 McGrail Bank 
 
 Bouma Bank 
 
 Sonnier Bank 
 
 Alderdice Bank 
 
 Jakkula Bank 
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Appendix 6.  EFH Designations for Species Managed by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Council.1


 
 


Red Drum FMP – EFH for red drum consists of all Gulf of Mexico estuaries; waters and 
substrates extending from Vermilion Bay, Louisiana to the eastern edge of Mobile Bay, Alabama out 
to depths of 25 fathoms; waters and substrates extending from Crystal River, Florida to Naples, 
Florida between depths of 5 and 10 fathoms; waters and substrates extending from Cape Sable, 
Florida to the boundary between the areas covered by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 
Council and the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council between depths of 5 and 10 fathoms. 
 


Reef Fish FMP – EFH for reef fish consists of Gulf of Mexico waters and substrates 
extending from the US/Mexico border to the boundary between the areas covered by the Gulf of 
Mexico Fishery Management Council and the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council from 
estuarine waters out to depths of 100 fathoms. 
 


Coastal Migratory Pelagics FMP – EFH for coastal migratory pelagics consists of Gulf of 
Mexico waters and substrates extending from the US/Mexico border to the boundary between the 
areas covered by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council from estuarine waters out to depths of 100 fathoms. 
 


Shrimp FMP – EFH for shrimp consists of Gulf of Mexico waters and substrates extending 
from the US/Mexico border to Fort Walton Beach, Florida from estuarine waters out to depths of 100 
fathoms; waters and substrates extending from Grand Isle, Louisiana to Pensacola Bay, Florida 
between depths of 100 and 325 fathoms; waters and substrates extending from Pensacola Bay, Florida 
to the boundary between the areas covered by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and 
the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council out to depths of 35 fathoms, with the exception of 
waters extending from Crystal River, Florida to Naples, Florida between depths of 10 and 25 fathoms 
and in Florida Bay between depths of 5 and 10 fathoms. 
 


Stone Crab FMP – EFH for stone crab consists of Gulf of Mexico waters and substrates 
extending from the US/Mexico border to Sanibel, Florida from estuarine waters out to depths of 10 
fathoms; waters and substrates extending from Sanibel, Florida to the boundary between the areas 
covered by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council from estuarine waters out to depths of 15 fathoms. 
 


Spiny Lobster FMP – EFH for spiny lobster consists of Gulf of Mexico waters and substrates 
extending from Tarpon Springs, Florida to Naples, Florida between depths of 5 and 10 fathoms; 
waters and substrates extending from Cape Sable, Florida to the boundary between the areas covered 
by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council out to depths of 15 fathoms. 
 
 Coral FMP – EFH for coral consists of the total distribution of coral species and life stages 
throughout the Gulf of Mexico including the East and West Flower Garden Banks, Florida Middle 
Grounds, southwest tip of the Florida reef tract, and predominant patchy hard bottom offshore of 
Florida from approximately Crystal River south to the Keys, and scattered along the pinnacles and 
banks from Texas to Mississippi, at the shelf edge. 


  


                                                 
1 Reader should refer to the 2004 final environmental impact statement for more detailed EFH information 
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Appendix 7.  Sources of EFH and Related Resource Information for the Gulf of Mexico. 
 
 
 


Fishery Management Plan Documents 
 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council.  2004.  Final environmental impact statement for the generic amendment to 


the following fishery management plans of the Gulf of Mexico: Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico, United 
States Waters; Red Drum Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; Coastal 
Migratory Pelagic Resources (Mackerels) in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic; Stone Crab Fishery of the 
Gulf of Mexico; Spiny Lobster in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic; Coral and Coral Reefs of the Gulf of 
Mexico.  Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council.  Tampa, FL. 


 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council.  2005.  Final generic amendment number 3 for addressing Essential Fish 


Habitat requirements, Habitat Areas of Particular Concern, and adverse effects of fishing in the following fishery 
management plans of the Gulf of Mexico: Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico, United States Waters; Red Drum 
Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources 
(Mackerels) in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic; Stone Crab Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; Spiny Lobster 
in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic; Coral and Coral Reefs of the Gulf of Mexico.  Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Council.  Tampa, FL. 


 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 2009.  Amendment 1 to the Consolidated Atlantic Highly Migratory Species Fishery 


Management Plan.  National Marine Fisheries Service. Silver Spring, MD. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 


http://www.gulfcouncil.org/ 
 
NOAA Fisheries Service – Southeast Region 


http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/ 
 
NOAA Fisheries Service – Office of Habitat Conservation 
 http://www.habitat.noaa.gov 
 
NOAA Fisheries Highly Migratory Species 


http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/hms/hmsdocument_files/FMPs.htm 



http://www.gulfcouncil.org/�

http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/�

http://www.habitat.noaa.gov/�

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/hms/hmsdocument_files/FMPs.htm�
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Appendix 9.  Points of Contact for Essential Fish Habitat Activities within the Southeast Region 
of the National Marine Fisheries Service. 
 


National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Region 


 Gulf of Mexico 
Fishery Management Council 


Miles Croom 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
Habitat Conservation Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
(727) 824-5317 
Fax: (727)824-5300 
Miles.Croom@noaa.gov 
 


  
Executive Director 
US Department of Commerce 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
2203 N. Lois Avenue Suite 1100 
Tampa, FL  33607 
 (813) 348-1630 
Fax: (813)348-1711 
gulfcouncil@gulfcouncil.org 
 


David Dale 
Essential Fish Habitat Coordinator 
Habitat Conservation Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL  33701 
727-551-5736 
Fax (727)824-5300 
David.Dale@noaa.gov 
 


 Jeff Rester 
Habitat and SEAMAP Coordinator 
Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission 
P. O. Box 726 
Ocean Springs, MS 39566-0726 
(228) 875-5912 
Fax: (228) 875-6604 
jrester @ gsmfc.org 


National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Region 


Local Field Offices 


 National Marine Fisheries Service 
Highly Migratory Species Division 


 
Russell Swafford (Texas) 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
4700 Avenue U 
Galveston, TX 77551 
409/766-3699 
Rusty.Swafford@noaa.gov   
 


 Peter Cooper 
HMS Division (NMFS/SF1) 
1315 East West Highway 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 
Phone: (301) 713-2347 
Fax: (301) 713-1917 
Peter.Cooper@noaa.gov 


Richard Hartman (Louisiana) 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
c/o Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
225/389-0508 
Richard.Hartman@noaa.gov 
 


  


Mark Thompson  (Florida, Alabama, Mississippi) 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
3500 Delwood Beach Rd. 
Panama City, FL 32408-7499 
850/234-5061 
Mark.Thompson@noaa.gov 
 


  


Mark Sramek (Florida Gulf Coast) 
Habitat Conservation Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL  33701 
727-824-5311 
Fax (727)824-5300 
Mark.Sramek@noaa.gov  
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Ms. Crnich, 
 
I spoke with Eddie Sutherland today and provided him NMFS' responses to 
the questions included in the informal coordination letter dated February 
24, 2011.  I've attached information regarding Essential Fish Habitat 
(EFH) which outlines the consultation process and includes the 
requirements for EFH assessments.  I will be the primary contact for NMFS 
regarding this project so please feel free to contact me if you have any 
questions.  Thank you! 
-- 
Erin Piper 
Essential Fish Habitat Specialist 
NMFS Habitat Conservation Division 
4700 Ave. U Galveston, Texas 77551 
Phone (409) 766-3699 
Fax (409) 766-3575 
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The following letters were distributed to potential cooperating and participating agencies during 
Scoping, and include: 

 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Corpus Christi Ecological Services Office 
• U.S. Coast Guard, Eighth District, Bridge Section  
• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service 
• Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
• Comanche Nation of Oklahoma 
• Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
• Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 
• Mescalero Apache Tribe 
• Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
• Texas General Land Office, Asset Management 
• National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office 
• Texas Historical Commission 
• Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
• Historic Bridge Foundation 
• Texas Coastal Coordination Council 
• Coastal Bend Council of Governments 
• Corpus Christi Metropolitan Planning Organization  
• Corpus Christi Regional Economic Development Corporation  
• Corpus Christi Regional Transportation Authority 
• City of Corpus Christi 
• City of Portland 
• Nueces County 
• Port of Corpus Christi Authority 
• San Patricio County 
• U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
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The following letters were received in response to invitation letters distributed to potential cooperating 
and participating agencies during Scoping, and include letters from: 

• Corpus Christi Regional Transportation Authority 
• City of Portland 
• Coastal Bend Council of Governments 
• Corpus Christi Metropolitan Planning Organization  
• City of Corpus Christi 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
• Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
• Texas Historical Commission 
• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service 
• San Patricio County 
• U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
• National Park Service 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES COORDINATION 
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From: Kitty Henderson [mailto:kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 10:45 AM 
To: Carolyn Nelson 
Subject: Harbor Bridge, Corpus Christi, Texas 
 
Ms. Nelson 
This email serves as an official comment from the Historic Bridge Foundation on 
above referenced project.  The Historic Bridge Foundation concurs that the 
proposed action would be an adverse effect on the historic bridge. 
 
 
Kitty Henderson 
Executive Director 
Historic Bridge Foundation 
PO Box 66245 
Austin, Texas 78766 
512/407‐8898 
kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com 
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@
U.S. Deportment
of Tronsoortotion

Federol Highwoy
Adminisirqiion

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
3OO EAST 8TH STREET, RM 826

AUSTTN, TEXAS 78701

It#':;:*-
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

125 E. 11* STREET
AUSTTN, TEXAS 7 87 0l-2483

J u n e  1 8 , 2 0 1 3

Ms. Teri Ficken, Public Relations Chairperson
Corpus Christi Area Heritage Society
202 Ghent Place
Portland,IX 78374

RE: CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and Roadway
lmprovements, Four Alternatives Proposed forthe Project Location, City of Corpus Christi;
Nueces County, Corpus Christi District

Dear Ms. Ficken:

The above referenced transportation project is being considered for construction by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT).
Environmental studies are in the process of being conducted for this project. The project is
located in an area that is of interest to you. The purpose of this letter is to contact you in order to
consult with you in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA).

INTRODUcTIoN

The proposed project would replace the existing Harbor Bridge and re-route sections of United
States Highway (US) 181, a six-lane divided highway in Corpus Christi, Nueces County, Texas.
Harbor Bridge spans the Corpus Christi Ship Channel (CCSC) and carries US 181 . As part of
the planning process, four possible highway routes and locations for a new bridge are being
considered. The enclosed map identifies the proposed alternatives (Green, Orange, Red, West)
(see Figure 1). A preferred route has not yet been selected.

The alignments are in an urbanized and industrial setting that has been impacted by
development that includes residential housing, the CCSC, commercial and industrial
infrastructure, and shoreline restoration. In addition to the effects of development, the project

1 o f  9
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Corpus Christi District

CSJ:0101-06-095; Harbor Br idge and US 181, Br idge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, Four Alternatives Proposed for the Project Location,

City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

area has been subjected to the impacts of weather and coastal erosion. As part of the planning
process prior to construction, TxDOT shall conduct archeological investigations to evaluate the
level of disturbance along the four designated alternatives and assess the probability for the
presence of significant cultural resources, prehistoric or historic-age archeological remains,
within the project area. The APE for this study would be the construction footprint based on
schematics and plans currently available for each of the proposed alternatives. The study area
would include a 1.O-kilometer (0.62-mile) range around the alternative alignments for cultural
resources background research. A map for each of the four proposed alternatives is included
with this letter.

In the following paragraphs, a project description is presented for each alternative, which
includes existing and proposed right of way (Row), permanent and temporary easements,
util ity relocations, and project-specific locations (pSLs).

The estimated depths of impact are typical for each alignment. The estimated depths of impact
for a roadway would be less than 3 feet below surface. Sidewalks and shared use paths would
be typically less than 2 feet below surface. Drainage systems and underground utility
relocations would be typically less than 7 feet below surface. The deepest impacts are
associated with drilled shafts for bridge support piers. These disturbances are in localized areas
where the shafts are dril led, typically less than 5 feet in diameter and extending to solid
substrate, a depth that may exceed 50 feet below surface.

GneEru ALTERNATIVE

The Green Alternative would begin at Beach Avenue on US 18'l and follow the existing
alignment of US 181 south to Burleson Street (see Figure 2). The alignment would then veer
slightly to the west of the existing Harbor Bridge and cross the CCSC, continue on the west side
of existing US 181 to Interstate Highway (lH) 37, and follow the existing alignment of lH 37 to
the interchange with the Crosstown Expressway [alternately known as State Highway (SH) 286].
The location of the new bridge would be slightly offset to the west of the existing bridge.

The Green Alternative would have three 12-foot-wide main lanes in each direction with a
median barrier and 12-foot-wide inside and 1O-foot-wide outside shoulders. This alternative
would also include a 1O-foot-wide shared use path separated from the main lanes by a 2-foot-
wide concrete barrier. The shared use path would extend from Carancahua Sireel on the south
to Gulfspray Avenue on the nodh. Two-lane, one-way frontage roads in each direction would
also be included north of the CCSC between Beach Avenue and Breakwater Avenue. The ROW
width for this alternative varies from 228 to 459 teet.

Substantive changes in access are not proposed relative to the current condition of the
interchange, although certain points of access to and from lH 37 would be modified. Other
changes in access are proposed along US 181 both north and south of the CCSC.

2 o f Q
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Corpus Christi District

CSJ: 0101-06-095;Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, Four Alternatives Proposed for the Project Location,

City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

The Green Alternative would be comprised of 226.21acres of existing ROW and 29.20 acres of
proposed ROW. Utility relocations, easements, PSLs would be variable within the APE. Depth
of impact would be the estimated typical depths as described in the Introduction paragraphs.

ORIHce ALTERNATIVE

The Orange Alternative would begin at Beach Avenue on US 181, veer west of US 181 at
Burleson Street and then cross the CCSC immediately west of existing US 181 . The alignment
would then veer west again and extend south, cross lH 37, and follows Crosstown Expressway
south terminating at Morgan Avenue (see Figure 3). This alternative would include a
reconstructed, fully-directional interchange at lH 37 and Crosstown Expressway. The termini for
the Orange Alternative are Beach Avenue on the north and lH 37 on the south, with a transition
back to existing lH 37 at Buddy Lawrence Drive on the west and Shoreline Boulevard on the
east. The transition back to the existing Crosstown Expressway would extend south to Morgan
Avenue.

The Orange Alternative would be on a new location alignment west of the existing US 181 and
Harbor Bridge. The location of the new bridge would be offset approximately 100 feet to the
west of the existing bridge to allow for travel lanes to remain open on the existing bridge while
construction proceeded on the new bridge.

The Orange Alternative would have three 12-foot-wide main lanes in each direction with a
median barrier and 12-foot-wide inside and 1O-foot-wide outside shoulders. This alternative
would also include a 10-foot-wide shared use path. The ROW width for this alternative would
vary from approximately 200 to 430 feet.

The existing Harbor Bridge and the US 181 embankment on both the north and south
approaches to the bridge would be removed as part of this proposed alternative. US 181 would
be converted to an at-grade boulevard section, similar to the Red Alternative, utilizing a
realigned Tancahua and Carancahua Streets one-way pair-Tancahua Street southbound and
Caranchaua Street northbound-to access the existing surface streets downtown.

North of the CCSC, proposed US 181 would return to the existing alignment at Burleson Street
with the first northbound exit to be provided at Beach Avenue. The full transition back to existing
US 1 81 would be approximately 1 ,1 00 feet north of Beach Avenue.

The Orange Alternative would be comprised of 299.33 acres of existing ROW and 78.60 acres
of proposed ROW. Util ity relocations, easements, PSLs would be variable within the APE.
Depth of impact would be the estimated typical depths as described in the Introduction
paragrapns.
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Prolect, Corpus Christi District

CSJ:0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 18'1, Bridge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, Four Atternatives Proposed for the Project Location,

City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

RED ALTERNATIVE

The Red Alternative would begin at Beach Avenue on US 181, veer west of existing US 181 just
north of Burleson Street, and then crosses the CCSC about 1,500 feet west of existing US 181
(see Figure 4). The alignment would then extend south to lH 37 at the interchange with the
Crosstown Expressway, continue south along Crosstown, and terminate at Morgan Avenue.

The Red Alternative would be on a new location alignment west of existing US 181 and the
Harbor Bridge. The new bridge would be 1,500 feet to the west of the existing bridge. This
alternative would include a reconstructed, fully-directional interchange at lH 37 and Crosstown
Expressway. The termini for the Red Alternative would be Beach Avenue on lhe north and lH 37
on the south, with a transition back to existing lH 37 at Buddy Lawrence Drive on the west and
Shoreline Boulevard on the east. The transition back to the existing Crosstown Expressway
would extend to Morgan Avenue.

The Red Alternative would have three 12-foot-wide main lanes in each direction with a median
barrier and 12-foot-wide inside and 10-foot-wide outside shoulders. This alternative would also
include a 1O-foot-wide shared use path, separated from main lane traffic by a 2-foot-wide
concrete barrier. The ROW width for this alternative would vary from approximately 200 feet to
430 feet.

The exisling Harbor Bridge and the US 181 embankment on both the north and south
approaches to the bridge would be removed as part of this proposed alternative. US 181 would
be converted to an at-grade boulevard section, util izing a realigned Tancahua and Carancahua
Streets one-way pair-Tancahua Street southbound and Caranchaua Street northbound-to
access the existing surface streets downtown.

The Red Alternative would reconstruct the lH 37 / Crosstown interchange, including a complete
set of 8 direct-connector ramps, one for each directional movement of traffic. On the northside
of lH 37, several points of access and the configuration of certain surface streets would be
modified. North of the CCSC, proposed US 181 would return to the existing alignment at
Burleson.

The Red Alternative would be comprised of 297.69 acres of existing ROW and 73.28 acres of
proposed ROW. Util ity relocations, easements, PSLs would be variable within the APE. Depth
of impact would be the estimated typical depths as described in the Introduction paragraphs.

WEST ALTERNATIVE

The West Alternative would begin at Beach Avenue on US 181 and then veer to the west nearly
parallel to the CCSC (see Figure 5). The West Alternative would then turn south, crossing
Navigation Boulevard just north of the CCSC. lt would then cross the CCSC and continue south,
generally parallel and to the east of Nueces Bay Boulevard to lH 37. Along lH 37, the transition
for the West Alternative would extend west to Up River Road and east to Staples Street. Along
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Crosstown Expressway, the transition for the West Alternative would extend south and
terminate between Comanche Street and Laredo Street.

The West Alternative would be on a new location alignment west of existing US 181 and the
Harbor Bridge. The new bridge would be approximately 1.25 miles to the west of the existing
bridge. This alternative would include a new interchange at lH 37 near Nueces Bay Boulevard
and a reconstructed interchange at lH 37 and Crosstown Expressway. The termini for the West
Alternative would be Beach Avenue on the north and lH 37 on the south, with a transition back
to existing lH 37 at Up River Road on the west and North Staples Street on the east. The
transition back to the existing Crosstown Expressway would extend approximately 600 feet
south of Comanche Street.
The path of the West Alternative would run parallel to and east of Nueces Bay Boulevard from
lH 37 to the CCSC. The proposed West Alternative would return to the existing US 181
alignment approximately 0.25 mile north of Burleson Street.

The West Alternative would have three '12-foot-wide main lanes in each direction with a median
barrier and 12-foot-wide inside and 1 O-foot-wide outside shoulders. This alternative would also
include a 10-foot-wide shared use path. The bicycle and pedestrian facilit ies would extend from
Peabody Avenue at the lH 37 westbound frontage road on the south to Gulfspray Avenue on
the north. The ROW width for this alternative would vary from 320 to 570 feet.

The existing Harbor Bridge and the US 181 embankment on both the north and south
approaches to the bridge would be removed as part of this proposed alternative. US 181 would
be converted to an at-grade boulevard section, similar to the Red and Orange Alternatives,
util izing a realigned Tancahua and Carancahua Streets one-way pair-Tancahua Street
southbound and Caranchaua Street northbound-to access the existing surface streets
downtown.

The West Alternative would be comprised o'f 225.77 acres of existing ROW and 73.70 acres of
proposed ROW. Utility relocations, easements, PSLs would be variable within the APE. Depth
of impact would be the estimated typical depths as described in the Introduction paragraphs.

GEoLoGY

Within the study area, the primary geologic formation is the late Pleistocene-age Beaumont
Formation. There are several units within the formation and together these units span between
35,000 and 1 15,000 years BP. Somewhat younger is the Deweyville Terraces along the Trinity
and Nueces Rivers dating between 15,000 to 20,000 years BP. These terraces are between the
younger river flood plains and the Beaumont Formation terraces.

The youngest geologic formations are Holocene-age valley fi l ls, constituting floodplains and low
terraces. The two most common landforms are late Holocene terraces ranging in age from 1000
to 5000 years BP and the modern floodplains dating to within the last 1,000 years. The
Beaumont Formation and the Deweyville Terraces are likely too ancient to contain intact
prehistoric archeological deposits, given the currenl available dates of human occupation in
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Texas. Any archeological material would be at the surface or shallowly buried in exposures of
Beaumont Formation and the Deweyville terraces. The presence of Holocene-age alluvial fill
would indicate potential for buried archeological materials.

SoILS

The Web Soil Survey, courtesy of the United States Department of Agriculture Natural
Resources Conservation Service, indicates that the soils mapped within the siudy area include
ljam clay loam, Tidal flats, and Urban land.

ljam clay loam soils formed on linear flats from recent (modern) sandy and loamy redeposited
dredge spoils bordering watenvays, ditches, and canals. Previous geoarcheological
assessments of these soils in coastal areas of the nearby counties suggest that they exhibit no
geoarcheological potential for the presence of cultural materials in good context.

Tidal flats are mapped only within a small portion of the West Alternative on the north side of the
CCSC that was under shallow tidal waters prior to construction of the CCSC. This portion of the
study area is unlikely to have been desirable from a prehistoric habitation standpoint.

Urban land comprises most of the study area, including all areas on the south side of the CCSC
encompassed by the alternatives. Urban land is also mapped on the North Beach area within
the Green, Orange, and Red Alternatives. The extent of disturbances from urbanization is likely
highly varied, depending on the depths of impacts from various construction activities. Thus, the
degree to which potential archeological deposits have been disturbed is uncertain. The project
area is heavily urbanized, located in downtown Corpus Christi.

Texas General Land Office historic aerial imagery, dating back to 1950, was examined in order
to identify past and present disturbances in the project area. The types of disturbances noted
include former and existing industrial, petroleum, natural gas, and manufacturing facilit ies,
former and existing commercial and residential buildings and housing developments,
construction, expansion and modifications along the CCSC, and disturbances related to new
highway and roadway construction. Most of the proposed alternative alignments follow existing
roadway ROW, which has undergone extensive past disturbances. In many cases where new
ROW would be obtained, the areas are already impacted by former commercial and/or
residential or industrial structures that are no longer present.

According to soil data, the area to the south of the CCSC is entirely within areas mapped as
Urban land. The north side of the CCSC is within dredge spoil material as well as Urban land
and developed areas. The depth of urbanization impacts and/or fill material over native soil
surfaces is currently unknown. The geomorphological and geoarcheological setting of the
project area in general is such that any archeological artifacts and features would have been
situated on pre-Holocene age surfaces associated with the Beaumont Formation or Deweyville
Terraces. As such, even shallow impacts would have likely disrupted the cultural context of any
buried archeological sites, such thai they no longer retain any aspects of integrity, especially
integrity of location or association. However, review of historic aerial imagery suggests that the
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extent of prior disturbances varies across the entire project area. lmage sequences also
suggest several patchy areas have escaped any significant impacts, at least as seen in the last
60 years of available photographic record.

PNev|ous ARcHEoLoGIGAL INVESTIGATIoNS

Review of the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas (Atlas) shows three previously recorded
archeological sites (4'lNU251 , 41NU253, and 41NU260) and six previously conducted
archeological investigations within '1 .0 kilometer (0.62 mile) of the proposed project alternatives.
None of the recorded sites are shown to extend into the proposed project alternatives.

Site 41NU251 is located between Peoples and Schatzell Streets, approximately 400 meters
(1 ,312.3 feet) from the Green and West Alternatives. The Atlas does not have any information
for this site.

Site 41NU253 was recorded during excavations for the Texas State Aquarium. The site is
described as a podion of General Zachary Taylor's campsite, occupied prior to the US -
Mexican War. Artifacts were found at depths from 8 to 20 inches, in the southwest corner of the
survey area. However, soils at this site were reported as very sandy, disturbed, and mixed. The
site is approximately ''150 meters (500 feet) east of the Green and Orange alignments.

Site 41NU260 consists of an apparent trash pit containing late nineteenth century bottles and
refuse. The site is recorded approximately 300 meters (984.2 feet) beyond the proposed
alternatives, along lH 37 to the north.

Six known cemeteries are located within 1 kilometer (0.62 mile) of any of the proposed
alternatives. These include the Rose Hill Cemetery, New Bayview Cemetery, Hillcrest
Cemetery, Old Bayview Cemetery, Holy Cross Cemetery, and Hebrew Rest Cemetery. Only
Hebrew Rest Cemetery is adjacent to any of the alternatives under consideration. The Hebrew
Rest Cemetery is located at State Spur 544 and SH 286 and located adjacent to the Orange
and Red Alternatives. According to available plans, the cemetery will not be impacled.

Two of the previously completed archeological investigations intersect the area of potential
effects for the proposed alternatives. In '1984, the US Army Corp of Engineers (USACE)
conducted a survey in a dredge-spoil site immediately north of CCSC. The surveyed area
measures approximately 250 acres and is bisected by a portion of the West Alternative. No
archeological sites were recorded during this survey. In 2008, Prewitt and Associates, Inc.,
completed an archeological reconnaissance survey that extended into the Orange and Red
Alternatives. No archeological sites were recorded during this survey.

In 1984, the USACE completed an archeological survey along the northeastern corner of the
North Beach area at Rincon Point. The survey covered approximately 8.5 acres and was
situated approximately 500 meters (1,640.4 feet) north of the projectterminus at Beach Avenue.
The survey area did not extend into any of the proposed Alternatives. No archeological sites
were recorded during this survey.
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In 1985, the USACE conducted a survey in the vicinity of the museum district, along North
chaparral and Resaca streets. The project 

"r"" 
*"airred approximately 6 acres and is

approximately 200 meters (656 feet) east of the Green Alternative and a portion of the West
Alternative. No archeological sites were recorded during this survey.

In 1989, Archeology Consultants, Inc., conducted a survey prior to the construction of the Texas
State Aquarium, located due east of the North Beach bridge approach, immediately on the north
site of CCSC. The surveyed area measured approximately 6 acres and is approximately 150
meters (492 feet) east of portions of the Green and Orange Alternatives. This survey recorded
site 41NU253, an historic-age site described above. Additional investigations were conducted at
that site.

ln 2006, Coastal Environments, Inc., conducted archeological monitoring approximately 200
meters (656 feet) north of lH 37 and the proposed Alternatives for this project. They investigated
in area that measured approximately 3 acres. No archeological sites were recorded during ihis
survey.

REcoMMENDATIoNs

Due to the above mentioned considerations, TxDOT recommends that additional archeological
investigations be conducted to confirm the presence or absence of intact archeological deposits
that could be adversely impacted by the undertaking. The additional archeological investigations
may include activities ranging from further background study or reconnaissance survey to
intensive survey, with likelihood for mechanical trenching and/or shovel testing. The minimum
level of effort would be a background study of the proposed project ApE. Thisstudy would
include review of available maps, databases, reports, and other archival documentation. The
information would be evaluated for natural conditions, results of previous archeological projects,
and/or existing disturbances that could affect the presence or preservation of archeological
deposits. TxDOT would continue consultation in the event that additional archeological
investigations reveal archeological deposits that could be adversely impacted by the
undertaking.

In the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work
in the immediate area will cease, and TxDOT archeological staff will be contacted to initiate
post-review discovery procedures under the provisions of the PA-TU and the Memorandum of
Understanding (Mou) between TxDor and the Texas Historical commission.

According to our procedures under Section ',|06 of the NHPA, we are writing to request any
comments you may have on the TxDOT recommendation. Please provide your comments within
30 days of receipt of this letter. Any comments provided after that time will be addressed to the
fullest extent possible. lf you do not object with the recommendation, please sign below to
indicate your concurrence. lf we do not hear from you within the comment period provided, we
will continue with the effort as presented in this letter.
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Thank you for your attention to this matter. lf you have questions, please contact Eric Oksanen
(TxDOT Archeologist) at 5121416-2505 (email: Eric. Oksanen@txdot.gov) or me at 5121416-
2638 (email; Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov). When replying to this correspondence by US Mail,
please ensure that the envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies
Branch, Environmental Affairs Division.

Sincerely,

#C,*^ il*lr,A
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeologist / Consultation Coordinator
Environmental Affairs Division

Concurrence bv: Date:

Attachments

cc w/attachments:
Christopher Amy, TxDOT Corpus Christi District Environmental Coordinator;
Mike Chavez, ENV-PD TxDOT;
Eric Oksanen, ENV-ARCH TxDOT:
ENV-ARCH Project File / ENV-ARCH ECOS
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Theattached|et terWaSsenttothefo| |owingotherConsu|t ingPart ieson@:

Ms. Teri Ficken, Public Relations Chairperson
Corpus Christi Area Heritage Society
202 Ghent Place
Portland, TX 78374

Dr. Jack Keller, Director
TAS Region 7
Southern Archaeological Consultants, Inc.
1 17 Calle Conejo
Los Fresnos. TX 78566

Mr. Jerry Bauman, Steward
Coastal Bend Archaeological Society
12928 McBurnett Br.
Corpus Christi, TX 78410

Ms. Anita Eisenhauer, President
Nueces County Historical Commission
P.O. Box 260056
Corpus Christi, TX 78410
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Mr. Donnie Cabaniss, Chairman
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1330
Anadarko, OK 73005

RE: CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and Roadway
lmprovemenls, Four Alternatives Proposed for the Project Location, City of Corpus Christi;
Nueces County, Corpus Christi District

Dear Mr. Cabaniss:

The above referenced transportation project is being considered for construction by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of rransportation (TxDor).
Environmental studies are in the process of being conducted for this project. The purpose of this
letter is to contact you in order to initiate Section 106 consultation with your Tribe pursuant to
stipulations of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Texas Department of Transportation, the Texas State Historic Preservation
Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the lmplementation of
Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU). The project is located in an area that is of interest to your
Tribe.

INTRoDUcTIoN

The proposed project would replace the existing Harbor Bridge and re-route sections of United
States Highway (US) 181, a six-lane divided highway in Corpus Christi, Nueces County, Texas.
Harbor Bridge spans the Corpus Christi Ship Channel (CCSC) and carries US 181 . As part of
the planning process, four possible highway routes and locations for a new bridge are being
considered. The enclosed map identifies the proposed alternatives (Green, Orange, Red, West)
(see Figure 1). A preferred route has not yet been selected.

The alignments are in an urbanized and industrial setting that has been impacted by
development that includes residential housing, the ccsc, commercial and industrial
infrastructure, and shoreline restoration. In addition to the effects of development, the project
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area has been subjected to the impacts of weather and coastal erosion. As part of the planning
pfocess prior to construction, TxDOT shall conduct archeological investigations to evaluate the
level of disturbance along the four designated alternatives and assess the probability for the
presence of significant cultural resources, prehistoric or historic-age archeological remains,
within the project area. The APE for this study would be the construction footprint based on
schematics and plans currently available for each of the proposed alternatives. The study area
would include a 1.0-kilometer (0.62-mile) range around the alternative alignments for cultural
resources background research. A map for each of the four proposed alternatives is included
with this letter.

In the following paragraphs, a project description is presented for each alternative, which
includes existing and proposed right of way (ROW), permanent and temporary easements,
utility relocations, and project-specific locations (PSLs).

The estimated depths of impact are typical for each alignment. The estimated depths of impact
for a roadway would be less than 3 feet below surface. Sidewalks and shared use paths would
be typically less than 2 feet below surface. Drainage systems and underground utility
relocations would be typically less than 7 feet below surface. The deepest impacts are
associated with drilled shafts for bridge support piers. These disturbances are in localized areas
where the shafts are drilled, typically less than 5 feet in diameter and extending to solid
substrate, a depth that may exceed 50 feet below surface.

GREEN ALTERNATIVE

The Green Alternative would begin at Beach Avenue on US 181 and follow the existing
alignment of US 181 south to Burleson Street (see Figure 2). The alignment would then veer
slightly to the west of the existing Harbor Bridge and cross the CCSC, continue on the west side
of existing US 181 to Interstate Highway (lH) 37, and follow the existing alignment of lH 37 to
the interchange with the Crosstown Expressway [alternately known as State Highway (SH) 286].
The location of the new bridge would be slightly offset to the west of the existing bridge.

The Green Alternative would have three '12-foot-wide main lanes in each direction with a
median barrier and 12-foot-wide inside and 10-foot-wide outside shoulders. This alternative
would also include a 10-foot-wide shared use path separated from the main lanes by a 2-foot-
wide concrete barrier. The shared use path would extend from Carancahua Street on the south
to Gulfspray Avenue on the north. Two-lane, one-way frontage roads in each direction would
also be included north of the CCSC between Beach Avenue and Breakwater Avenue. The ROW
width for this alternative varies f rom 228 to 459 feet.

Substantive changes in access are not proposed relative to the current condition of the
interchange, although certain points of access to and from lH 37 would be modified. Other
changes in access are proposed along US 181 both north and south of the CCSC.
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The Green Alternative would be comprised of 226.21 acres of existing ROW and 29.20 acres of
proposed ROW. Utility relocations, easements, PSLs would be variable within the APE. Depth
of impact would be the estimated typical depths as described in the Introduction paragraphs.

On,q,Nce ALTERNATIVE

The Orange Alternative would begin at Beach Avenue on US 181 , veer west of US 181 at
Burleson Street and then cross the CCSC immediately west of existing US 181. The alignment
would then veer west again and extend south, cross lH 37, and follows Crosstown Expressway
south terminating at Morgan Avenue (see Figure 3). This alternative would include a
reconstructed, fully-directional interchange at lH 37 and Crosstown Expressway. The termini for
the Orange Alternative are Beach Avenue on the north and lH 37 on the south, with a transition
back to existing lH 37 at Buddy Lawrence Drive on the west and Shoreline Boulevard on the
east. The transition back to the existing Crosstown Expressway would extend south to Morgan
Avenue.

The Orange Alternative would be on a new location alignment west of the existing US 181 and
Harbor Bridge. The location of the new bridge would be offset approximately 100 feet to the
west of the existing bridge to allow for travel lanes to remain open on the existing bridge while
construction proceeded on the new bridge.

The Orange Alternative would have three 12-foot-wide main lanes in each direction with a
median barrier and 12-foot-wide inside and 1O-foot-wide outside shoulders. This alternative
would also include a '1O-foot-wide shared use path. The ROW width for this alternative would
vary from approximately 200 to 430 feet.

The existing Harbor Bridge and the US 181 embankment on both the north and south
approaches to the bridge would be removed as part of this proposed alternative. US 181 would
be converted to an at-grade boulevard section, similar to the Red Alternative, utilizing a
realigned Tancahua and Carancahua Streets one-way pair-Tancahua Street southbound and
Caranchaua Street northbound-to access the existing surface streets downtown.

North of the CCSC, proposed US 181 would return to the existing alignment at Burleson Street
with the first northbound exit to be provided at Beach Avenue. The full transition back to existing
US 181 would be approximately 1,100 feet north of Beach Avenue.

The Orange Alternative would be comprised of 299.33 acres of existing ROW and 78.60 acres
of proposed ROW. Utility relocations, easements, PSLs would be variable within the APE.
Depth of impact would be the estimated typical depths as described in the Introduction
paragrapns.
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Reo AttERnnrrve

The Red Alternative would begin at Beach Avenue on US '181, veer west of existing US 181 just
north of Burleson Street, and then crosses the CCSC about 1,500 feet west of existing US 181
(see Figure 4). The alignment would then extend south to lH 37 at the interchange with the
Crosstown Expressway, continue south along Crosstown, and terminate at Morgan Avenue.

The Red Alternative would be on a new location alignment west of existing US 181 and the
Harbor Bridge. The new bridge would be 1 ,500 feet to the west of the existing bridge. This
alternative would include a reconstructed, fully-directional interchange at lH 37 and Crosstown
Expressway. The termini for the Red Alternative would be Beach Avenue on the north and lH 37
on the south, with a transition back to existing lH 37 at Buddy Lawrence Drive on the west and
Shoreline Boulevard on the east. The transition back to the existing Crosstown Expressway
would extend to Morgan Avenue.

The Red Alternative would have three 12-foot-wide main lanes in each direction with a median
barrier and 12-foofwide inside and 1 O-foot-wide outside shoulders. This alternative would also
include a 1O-foot-wide shared use path, separated from main lane traffic by a 2-foot-wide
concrete barrier. The ROW width for this alternative would vary from approximately 200 feet to
430 feet.

The existing Harbor Bridge and the US '181 embankment on both the north and south
approaches to the bridge would be removed as part of this proposed alternative. US 181 would
be convefted to an at-grade boulevard section, utilizing a realigned Tancahua and Carancahua
Streets one-way pair-Tancahua Street southbound and Caranchaua Street northbound-to
access the existing surface streets downtown.

The Red Alternative would reconstruct the lH 37 tCrosstown interchange, including a complete
set of I direct-connector ramps, one for each directional movement of traffic. On the northside
of lH 37, several points of access and the configuration of certain surface streets would be
modified. North of the CCSC, proposed US 181 would return to the existing alignment at
Burleson.

The Red Alternative would be comprised of 297.69 acres of existing ROW and 73.28 acres of
proposed ROW. Utility relocations, easements, PSLs would be variable within the APE. Depth
of impact would be the estimated typical depths as described in the Introduction paragraphs.

WEST ALTERNATIVE

The West Alternative would begin at Beach Avenue on US 181 and then veer to the west nearly
parallel to the CCSC (see Figure 5). The West Alternative would then turn south, crossing
Navigation Boulevard just north of the CCSC. lt would then cross the CCSC and continue south,
generally parallel and to the east of Nueces Bay Boulevard to lH 37. Along lH 37, the transition
for the West Alternative would extend west to Up River Road and east to Staples Street. Along
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Crosstown Expressway, the transition for the West Alternative would extend south and
terminate between Comanche Street and Laredo Street.

The West Alternative would be on a new location alignment west of existing US 181 and the
Harbor Bridge. The new bridge would be approximately 1.25 miles to the west of the existing
bridge. This alternative would include a new interchange at lH 37 near Nueces Bay Boulevard
and a reconstructed interchange at lH 37 and Crosstown Expressway. The termini for the West
Alternative would be Beach Avenue on the north and tH 37 on the south, with a transition back
to existing lH 37 at Up River Road on the west and North Staples Street on the east. The
transition back to the existing Crosstown Expressway would extend approximately 600 feet
south of Comanche Street.
The path of the West Alternative would run parallel to and east of Nueces Bay Boulevard from
lH 37 to the CCSC. The proposed West Alternative would return to the existing US 181
alignment approximately 0.25 mile north of Burleson Street.

The West Alternative would have three 12-foot-wide main lanes in each direction with a median
barrier and 12-foot-wide inside and 1O-foot-wide outside shoulders. This alternative would also
include a 1O-foot-wide shared use path. The bicycle and pedestrian facilities would extend from
Peabody Avenue at the lH 37 westbound frontage road on the south to Gulfspray Avenue on
the north. The ROW width for this alternative would vary from 320 to 570 feet.

The existing Harbor Bridge and the US '181 embankment on both the north and south
approaches to the bridge would be removed as part of this proposed alternative. US 181 would
be converted to an at-grade boulevard section, similar to lhe Red and Orange Alternatives,
utilizing a realigned Tancahua and Carancahua Streets one-way pair-Tancahua Street
southbound and Caranchaua Street northbound-to access the existing surface streets
downtown.

The West Alternative would be comprised of 225.77 acres of existing ROW and 73.70 acres of
proposed ROW. Utility relocations, easements, PSLs would be variable within the APE. Depth
of impact would be the estimated typical depths as described in the Introduction paragraphs.

GEoLoGY

Within the study area, the primary geologic formation is the late Pleistocene-age Beaumont
Formation. There are several units within the formation and together these units span between
35,000 and 1 15,000 years BP. Somewhat younger is the Deweyville Terraces along the Trinity
and Nueces Rivers dating between 15,000 to 20,000 years BP. These terraces are between the
younger river flood plains and the Beaumont Formation terraces.

The youngest geologic formations are Holocene-age valley fills, constituting floodplains and low
terraces. The two most common landforms are late Holocene terraces ranging in age from 1000
to 5000 years BP and the modern floodplains dating to within the last 1,000 years. The
Beaumont Formation and the Deweyville Terraces are likely too ancient to contain intact
prehistoric archeological deposits, given the current available dates of human occupation in
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City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

Texas. Any archeological material would be at the surface or shallowly buried in exposures of
Beaumont Formation and the Deweyville terraces. The presence of Holocene-age alluvial fill
would indicate potential for buried archeological materials.

SorLs

The Web Soil Survey, courtesy of the United States Department of Agriculture Natural
Resources Conservation Service, indicates that the soils mapped within the study area include
ljam clay loam, Tidal flats, and Urban land.

ljam clay loam soils formed on linear flats from recent (modern) sandy and loamy redeposited
dredge spoils bordering waterways, ditches, and canals. Previous geoarcheological
assessments of these soils in coastal areas of the nearby counties suggest that they exhibit no
geoarcheological potential for the presence of cultural materials in good context.

Tidal flats are mapped only within a small portion of the West Alternative on the north side of the
CCSC that was under shallow tidal waters prior to construction of the CCSC. This portion of the
study area is unlikely to have been desirable from a prehistoric habitation standpoint.

Urban land comprises most of the study area, including all areas on the south side of the CCSC
encompassed by the alternatives. Urban land is also mapped on the North Beach area within
the Green, Orange, and Red Alternatives. The extent of disturbances from urbanization is likely
highly varied, depending on the depths of impacts from various construction activities. Thus, the
degree to which potential archeological deposits have been disturbed is uncertain. The project
area is heavily urbanized, located in downtown Corpus Christi.

Texas General Land Office historic aerial imagery, dating back to 1950, was examined in order
to identify past and present disturbances in the project area. The types of disturbances noted
include former and existing industrial, petroleum, natural gas, and manufacturing facilit ies,
former and existing commercial and residential buildings and housing developments,
construction, expansion and modifications along the CCSC, and disturbances related to new
highway and roadway construction. Most of the proposed alternative alignments follow existing
roadway ROW, which has undergone extensive past disturbances. In many cases where new
ROW would be obtained, the areas are already impacted by former commercial and/or
residential or industrial structures that are no longer present.

According to soil data, the area to the south of the CCSC is entirely within areas mapped as
Urban land. The north side of the CCSC is within dredge spoil material as well as Urban land
and developed areas. The depth of urbanization impacts and/or fill material over native soil
surfaces is currently unknown. The geomorphological and geoarcheological setting of the
project area in general is such that any archeological artifacts and features would have been
situated on pre-Holocene age surfaces associated with the Beaumont Formation or Deweyville
Terraces. As such, even shallow impacts would have likely disrupted the cultural context of any
buried archeological sites, such that they no longer retain any aspects of integrity, especially
integrity of location or association. However, review of historic aerial imagery suggests that the

6 o f 9
B-234



Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Corpus Christi District

CSJ:0101-06-095; Harbor Br idge and US 181, Br idge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, Four Alternatives Proposed for the Project Location,

City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

extent of prior disturbances varies across the entire project area. lmage sequences also
suggest several patchy areas have escaped any significant impacts, at least as seen in the last
60 years of available photographic record.

PREVIoUS ARcHEoLoGIcAL INVESTIGATIoNS

Review of the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas (Atlas) shows three previously recorded
archeological sites (41NU251 , 41NU253, and 41NU260) and six previously conducted
archeological investigations within 1.0 kilometer (0.62 mile) of the proposed project alternatives.
None of the recorded sites are shown to extend into the proposed project alternatives.

Site 41NU251 is located bqtween Peoples and Schatzell Streets, approximately 400 meters
(1,312.3 feet) from the Green and West Alternatives. The Atlas does not have any information
for this site.

Site 41NU253 was recorded during excavations for the Texas State Aquarium. The site is
described as a portion of General Zachary Taylor's campsite, occupied prior to the US -
Mexican War. Artifacts were found at depths from 8 to 20 inches, in the southwest corner of the
survey area. However, soils at this site were reported as very sandy, disturbed, and mixed. The
site is approximately 150 meters (500 feet) east of the Green and Orange alignments.

Site 41NU260 consists of an apparent trash pit containing late nineteenth century bottles and
refuse. The site is recorded approximately 300 meters (984.2 feet) beyond the proposed
alternatives, along lH 37 to the north.

Six known cemeteries are located within 1 kilometer (0.62 mile) of any of the proposed
alternatives. These include the Rose Hill Cemetery, New Bayview Cemetery, Hillcrest
Cemetery, Old Bayview Cemetery, Holy Cross Cemetery, and Hebrew Rest Cemetery. Only
Hebrew Rest Cemetery is adjacent to any of the alternatives under consideration. The Hebrew
Rest Cemetery is located at State Spur 544 and SH 286 and located adjacent to the Orange
and Red Alternatives. According to available plans, the cemetery will not be impacted.

Two of the previously completed archeological investigations intersect the area of potential
effects forthe proposed alternatives. In 1984, the US Army Corp of Engineers (USACE)
conducted a survey in a dredge-spoil site immediately north of CCSC. The surveyed area
measures approximately 250 acres and is bisected by a portion of the West Alternative. No
archeological sites were recorded during this survey. In 2008, Prewitt and Associates, lnc.,
completed an archeological reconnaissance survey that extended into the Orange and Red
Alternatives. No archeological sites were recorded during this survey.

In 1984, the USACE completed an archeological survey along the northeastern corner of the
North Beach area at Rincon Point. The survey covered approximately 8.5 acres and was
situated approximately 500 meters (1,640.4 feet) north of the project terminus at Beach Avenue.
The survey area did not extend into any of the proposed Alternatives. No archeological sites
were recorded during this survey.
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Corpus Christi District

CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, Four Alternatives Proposed for the Project Location,

City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

ln 1985, the USACE conducted a survey in the vicinity of the museum district, along North
Chaparral and Resaca Streets. The project area measured approximately 6 acres and is
approximately 200 meters (656 feet) east of the Green Alternative and a portion of the West
Alternative. No archeological sites were recorded during this survey.

In 1989, Archeology Consultants, Inc., conducted a survey prior to the construction of the Texas
State Aquarium, located due east of the North Beach bridge approach, lmmediately on the north
site of CCSC. The surveyed area measured approximately 6 acres and is approximately 150
meters (492 feet) east of portions of the Green and Orange Alternatives. This survey recorded
site 41NU253, an historic-age site described above. Additional investigations were conducted at
that site.

In 2006, Coastal Environments, Inc., conducted archeological monitoring approximately 200
meters (656 feet) north of lH 37 and the proposed Alternatives for this project. They investigated
in area that measured approximately 3 acres. No archeological sites were recorded during this
survey.

RECOMMENDATIoNS

Due to the above mentioned considerations, TxDOT recommends that additional archeological
investigations be conducted to confirm the presence or absence of intact archeological deposits
that could be adversely impacted by the undertaking. The additional archeological investigations
may include activities ranging from further background study or reconnaissance survey to
intensive survey, with likelihood for mechanical trenching and/or shovel testing. The minimum
level of effort would be a background study of the proposed project APE. This study would
include review of available maps, databases, reports, and other archival documentation. The
information would be evaluated for natural conditions, results of previous archeological projects,
and/or existing disturbances that could atfectthe presence or preservation of archeological
deposits. TxDOT would continue consultation in the event that additional archeological
investigations reveal archeological deposits that could be adversely impacted by the
undertaking.

ln the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work
in the immediate area will cease, and TxDOT archeological staff will be contacted to initiate
post-review discovery procedures under the provisions of the PA-TU and the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between TxDOT and the Texas Historical Commission.

According to our Programmatic Agreement under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, we are writing to request your comments on historic properties of cultural or
religious significance to your Tribe that may be affected by the proposed project APE and the
area within the above defined buffer. Any comments you may have on the TxDOT
recommendation should also be provided. Please provide your comments within 30 days of
receipt of this letter. Any comments provided after that time will be addressed to the fullest
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Corpus Christi District

CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, Four Alternatives Proposed for the Project Location,

City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

extent possible. lf you do not object with a recommendation of "no historic properties affected,"
please sign below to indicate your concurrence. In the event that further investigations by our
office disclose the presence of archeological deposits, we will contact your Tribe to continue
consultation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. lf you have questions, please contact Eric Oksanen
(TxDOT Archeologist) at 5121416-2505 (email: Eric.Oksanen@txdot.gov) or me at 5121416-
2638 (email: Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov). When replying to this correspondence by US Mail,
please ensure that the envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies
Branch, Environmental Affairs Division.

Sincerely,

JAn n <0*^l^^,
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeologist / Consultation Coordinator
Environmental Affairs Division

Concurrence by: Date:

Attachments

cc Wattachments:
Christopher Amy, TxDOT Corpus Christi District Environmental Coordinator;
Mike Chavez, ENV-PD TxDOT;
Eric Oksanen, ENV-ARCH TxDOT;
ENV-ARCH Project File / ENV-ARCH ECOS
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The attached letter was sent to the following tribes on J u n e  1 8 , 2 0 1 3

Mr. Donnie Cabaniss, Chairman
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1220
Anadarko. OK 73005

Ms, Amie Tah-Bone
Museum Director and NAGPRA ReDresentative
Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 885
Carnegie, OK 73015

Mr. Don Patterson, President
Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma'1 Rush Buffalo Rd
Tonkawa, OK 74653

[emailed to Miranda Myer]

Mr. Jimmy Arterberry, THPO
Comanche Nation of Oklahoma
Comanche Nation Office of Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 908
Lawton, OK 73502

Mr. Frederick Chino, Sr., President
c/o Holly Houghten
Mescalero Apache Tribe
P.O. Box227
Mescalero, NM 88340
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US 181 Harbor Bridge Location Map
Reasonable Alternatives Under Consideration
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Figure 1. Location of proposed alternatives B-239
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Figure 3. Limits of Orange Alternative
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Figure 4. Limits of Red Alternative
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Figure 5. Limits of West Alternative.
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From: Eric Oksanen
To: Michael Chavez
Cc: Sonya Hernandez
Subject: FW: Section 106 Comments: CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181 Bridge Roadway Improvements
Date: Thursday, July 18, 2013 3:10:09 PM

 
 

From: Andrew Dimas [mailto:AndrewD@cctexas.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2013 3:07 PM
To: Sharon Dornheim; Eric Oksanen
Cc: Dan Biles; Jamie Pyle
Subject: Section 106 Comments: CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181 Bridge Roadway
Improvements
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Thank you for your correspondonce regarding the section 106 consultation for the
following project: CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181 Bridge Roadway
Improvements. As requested, the only comments applicable regarding
historic/cultural/archeological are fortunately reiterations of previous comments that
have been resolved. We are pleased that the archeological studies were done and
agree with your recommendation to have additional investigations conducted as
needed. Additionally, conversations with Hicks Environmental and local TXDOT staff,
identified historic landmarks such as the Galvan Ballroom and the Navarro Housing
Complex. These sites were taken into account in the latest design. I am happy to
report that the latest designs for all of the alternatives, the threat to these two
landmarks was eliminated. If we may be of further assistance, please let us know.
 
Kindest Regards,
 
Andrew Dimas
City Planner
Planning and Environmental Services Department
City of Corpus Christi
(361) 826-3592
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t Texas Department of Transportation"
DEWITT C. GREER STATE HTGHWAY BLDG. . 125 E. 11TH STREET. AUST|N, TEXAS 78701-2483 . (512) 463-8585

August  21 ,2Q14

Mr. Lyman Guy, Chairman
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1330
Anadarko, OK 73005

RE: CSJ. 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and Roadway
lmprovements, City of Corpus Christi, Section 106 Continuing Consultation; Nueces County,
Corpus Christi District

Dear Mr. Guy:

The above referenced transportation project is being considered for construction by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT).
Environmental studies are in the process of being conducted for this project. The purpose of this
letter is to contact you in order to continue Section 106 consultation with your Tribe pursuant to
stipulations of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Texas Department of Transportation, the Texas State Historic Preservation
Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the lmplementation of
Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU). The project is located in an area that is of interest to your
Tribe.

Secfion 106 consultation for this project was initiated by correspondence dated June 18,
2013, at which time four alternatives for the bridge replacement were under
considerafion. No comments or objections were relceived in response to the initial consultation
mailing. Since that time, the project route has been selected from among the four alternatives.
This letter continues consultation to indicate the proposed project area of potential effects (APE)
and show the design changes included as part of the selected route.

The archeological background study that was included with the initial consultation,
(Archeological Background Studies for the Proposed Construction of a New Harbor Bridge over
the Corpus Christi Ship Channel, Nueces County, CSJ: 0101-06-095, by Steve Ahr, URS
Corporation) proposed a possible range of archeological investigations, from additional
records and background research to field investigation. Based upon a review of the
documentation, no archeological sifes were recorded in the project area. ln addition, no
seffings were identified within or adjacent to the proposed APE with reasonable potential

OUR GOALS
MAINTAIN A SAFE SYSTEM . ADDRESS CONGESTION . CONNECT TEXAS COMMUNITIES . BEST IN CLASS STATE AGENCY

An Equal Oppoftunity Employer
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Re: Section 106 Continuing Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Corpus Christi District

CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

for intact archeological deposits to occur. The background study identified extensive
disturbances along each of the proposed routes. Additional archival research identified
disturbances and areas of industrial contaminants, and it was determined field
investigations would not be feasible. The background information provided no
indications that archeological deposits or cemeteries would be impacted by the
proposed project. On August 16, 2013, the Texas Sfate Historic Preseruation Officer
(TSHPO) concurred that additional archeological investigations were not warranted and
that the project could proceed.

As mentioned earlier, after the route selection was completed, design changes were
implemented and these changes are highlighted on the attached map (see Exhibit A). The
design changes would include improvements to existing surface roads and intersections,
additional right of way in previously disturbed areas, and existing roadway, which was examined
as part of the review for the other alignments. These changes are unlikely to have any effect on
archeological properties.

The area of potential effects (APE) would include the estimated project length of 3.58
miles and the estimated right of way width would vary between 200 feet to 500 feet. Thus,
the APE would increase from approximately 371 acres to 416 acres. This additional
acreage primarily would be existing highway right of way (see area highlighted in yellow
on Exhibit A). The depth of impacts would remain the same: less than 2 feet along
sidewalks, an estimated 3 feet orless along roadways, T feetfor utility relocation, and
more than 50 feet at localized ( 5 feet diameter) locations for drill shafis to place support
columns.

Based on review and assessment of the selected project alternative, TxDOT provides the
following findings and recommendations for this proposed project:

o that no archeological historic properties (36 CFR 800.16(l)) would be affected by
this project;

o that no further archeological investigation is warranted at this time.

According to our Programmatic Agreement under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, we are writing to request your comments on historic properties of cultural or
religious significance to your Tribe that may be affected by the proposed project APE and the
area within the above defined buffer. Any comments you may have on the TxDOT
recommendation should also be provided. Please provide your comments within 30 days of
receipt of this letter. Any comments provided after that time will be addressed to the fullest
extent possible. lf you do not object with a recommendation of "no historic properties affected,"
please sign below to indicate your concurrence. In the event that further investigations by our
otfice disclose the presence of archeological deposits, we will contact your Tribe to continue
consultation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. lf you have questions, please contact Eric Oksanen
(TxDOT Archeologist) at 51 21416-2505 (email: Eric.Oksanen@txdot.gov) or me at 5121416-
2638 (email: Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov). When replying to this correspondence by US Mail,
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Re: Section 106 Continuing Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Corpus Christi District

CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

please ensure that the envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies
Branch, Environmental Affairs Division.

Sincerely,

/Atu^fu-l^rfurr^
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeologist / Consultation Coordinator
Environmental Affairs Division

Concurrence by:

Attachments

cc Mattachments:
ENV-ARCH Project File / ENV-ARCH ECOS

Date:
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The attached letter was sent by Email to the following tribes on _______August 21, 2014______________: 

 
 

Mr. Lyman Guy, Chairman 
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1220 
Anadarko, OK  73005 

 

Mr. Jimmy Arterberry, THPO 
Comanche Nation of Oklahoma 
Comanche Nation Office of Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 908 
Lawton, OK  73502 

Ms. Amie Tah-Bone 
Museum Director and NAGPRA Representative 
Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 369 
Carnegie, OK  73015 

 

Mr. Danny Breuninger, Sr., President 
c/o Holly Houghten 
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 227 
Mescalero, NM  88340 

Mr. Don Patterson, President 
Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 
1 Rush Buffalo Rd 
Tonkawa, OK  74653 
 
[emailed to Miranda Myer] 
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County Location Map 
 

County: Nueces      Project CSJ: 0101-06-095 
 
Project Name: Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and Roadway 
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Additional APE
Existing roadway

Additional APE
Existing roadway

Exhibit A. The selected route showing additional APE highlighted in yellow.

 Selected Route
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From: Jimmy Arterberry
To: Sharon Dornheim
Subject: RE: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Project, Nueces County
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 11:04:13 AM

In response to your request, the above referenced project has been reviewed by staff of this office.
Based on the information provided and a search within the Comanche Nation Site Files, we have
determined that there are no properties affected by the proposed undertaking.

If you require additional information or are in need of further assistance, please contact this office at
(580) 595-9960 or 9618.

This review is performed in order to identify and preserve the Comanche Nation and State's cultural
heritage, in conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Office.
 
Jimmy W. Arterberry, THPO
Comanche Nation
#6 SW 'D' Avenue, Suite C
Lawton, Oklahoma 73502
(580) 595-9960 or 9618
(580) 595-9733 FAX

This message is intended only for the use of the individuals to which this e-mail is addressed, and may
contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable laws. If
you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in
error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this e-mail from both your "mailbox" and your
"trash." Thank you.

From: Sharon Dornheim [Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov]
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:16 PM
To: Jimmy Arterberry
Subject: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Project, Nueces County

Good afternoon Jimmy,
 
I hope you are doing well as we near the end of another week.
 
Section 106 Continuing Consultation
 
Attached are a letter and maps regarding a proposed transportation project in Nueces County,
Texas.
 
CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and Roadway Improvements, City
of Corpus Christi; Nueces County, Corpus Christi District
 
The attached PDF document can be accessed using Adobe Reader 10.0. An online free download of
the Adobe software is available at the following website:
 
http://www.adobe.com/products/reader/
 
Thank you for your attention to this request.
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Best regards,
 

  Sharon
 
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeologist / Consultation Coordinator
Cultural Resources Management Section
Environmental Affairs Division
Texas Department of Transportation
512-416-2638
 
This electronic message transmission and any documents, files, graphics, or previous e-mail messages attached to it may
contain information that may be legally confidential and/or privileged. The information is intended solely for the individual(s)
or entity(s) named above and access by disclosure, copying, distribution, or other use of the contents of this message is
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please reply immediately to the
sender pointing out the error, and delete the message. This message may also contain personal opinions of the author
and  should not be considered as an official TxDOT policy or opinion.
 
Don't mess with Texas® means don't litter.
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August 22,2014

Mr. Dan Bi les, P.E., PMP
Director, Engineering Services
City of Corpus Christi
P.O. Box 9277
Corpus Christi, TX 78469

RE: CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and Roadway
lmprovements, City of Corpus Christi, Section 106 Continuing Consultation; Nueces
County, Corpus Christi District

Dear Mr. Bi les:

The above referenced transportation project is being considered for construction by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation
(TxDOT). Environmental studies are in the process of being conducted for this project.
The project is located in an area that is of interest to you. The purpose of this letter is to
contact you in order to consult with you in compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

Secfion 106 consultation for this project was initiated by correspondence dated
June 18, 2013, at which time four alternatives for the bridge replacement were
under considerafion. No comments or objections were received in response to the
initial consultation mailing. Since that time, the project route has been selected from
among the four alternatives. This letter continues consultation to indicate the proposed
project area of potential effects (APE) and show the design changes included as part of
the selected route.

The archeological background study that was included with the initial
consultation, (Archeological Background Sfudies for the Proposed Construction of a
New Harbor Bridge over the Corpus Christi Ship Channel, Nueces County, CSJ: 0101-
06-095, by Steve Ahr, URS Corporation) proposed a possible range of archeological
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Re: Section 106 Continuing Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Corpus Christi District

CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181 , Bridge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

investigations, from additional records and background research to field
investigation. Based upon a review of the documentation, no archeological sifes
were recorded in the project area. ln addition, no seffings were identified within or
adjacent to the proposed APE with reasonable potential for intact archeological
deposifs to occur. The background study identified extensivedisturbances along
each of the proposed routes. Additional archival research identified disturbances
and areas of industrial contaminants, and it was determined field investigations
would not be feasible. The background information provided no indications that
archeological deposifs or cemeteries would be impacted by the proposed project.
On August 16,2013, the Texas Sfafe Historic Preseruation Officer (TSHPO)
concurred that additional archeological investigations were not warranted and
that the project could proceed.

As mentioned earlier, after the route selection was completed, design changes were
implemented and these changes are highlighted on the attached map (see Exhibit A).
The design changes would include improvements to existing surface roads and
intersections, additional right of way in previously disturbed areas, and existing
roadway, which was examined as part of the review for the other alignments. These
changes are unlikely to have any effect on archeological properties.

The area of potential effects (APE) would include the estimated project length of
3.58 miles and the estimated right of way width would vary between 200 feet to
500 feet. Thus, the APE would increase from approximately 371 acres to 416
acres, This additional acreage primarily would be existing highway right of way
(see area highlighted in yellow on Exhibit A). The depth of impacts would remain
the same.'less than 2 feet along sidewalks, an estimated 3 feet or less along
roadways, 7 feet for utility relocation, and more than 50 feet at localized (5 feet
diameter) locations for drill shaffs to place support columns.

Based on review and assessment of the selected project alternative, TxDOT provides
the following findings and recommendations for this proposed project:

o that no archeological historic properties (36 CFR 800,16(l)) would be
affected by this project;

o that no further archeological investigation is warranted at this time.

According to our procedures under Section 106 of the NHPA, we are writing to request
any comments you may have on the TxDOT recommendation. Please provide your
comments within 30 days of receipt of this letter. Any comments provided after that time
will be addressed to the fullest extent possible. lf you do not object with the
recommendation, please sign below to indicate your concurrence. lf we do not hear
from you within the comment period provided, we will continue with the effort as
presented in this letter.
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Re: Section 106 Continuing Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Corpus Christi District

CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

Thank you for your attention to this matter. lf you have questions, please contact Eric
Oksanen (TxDOT Archeologist) at 5121416-2505 (email: Eric.Oksanen@txdot.gov) or
me at 5121416-2638 (email: Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov). When replying to this
correspondence by US Mail, please ensure that the envelope address includes
reference to the Archeological Studies Branch, Environmental Affairs Division.

Sincerely,

&a^ Mr/r,/,/*,
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeolog ist / Consu ltation Coo rd i nator
Archeological Studies Branch
Envi ronmental Affairs Division

Concurrence by:

Attachments

cc Wattachments:
ENV-ARCH Project File / ENV-ARCH ECOS

Date:
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The attached letter was sent to the following Other Consulting Parties on ____August 22, 2014___________: 

 
 

Mr. Dan Biles, P.E., PMP 
Director, Engineering Services 
City of Corpus Christi 
P.O. Box 9277 
Corpus Christi, TX  78469 
[he is no longer w/City of Corpus Christi] 
[letter re-sent; attn. Valerie Gray and Natasha Fudge] 

 

Mr. Jerry Bauman, Steward 
Coastal Bend Archaeological Society 
12928 McBurnett Dr. 
Corpus Christi, TX  78410 

Ms. Teri Ficken, Public Relations Chairperson 
Corpus Christi Area Heritage Society 
202 Ghent Place 
Portland, TX  78374 

 
Mr. Jim Moloney,  
3435 Ocean Drive 
Corpus Christi, TX  78411 

Ms. Anita Eisenhauer, President 
Nueces County Historical Commission 
P.O. Box 260056 
Corpus Christi, TX  78410 

 

Dr. Jack Keller, Director 
TAS Region 7 
Southern Archaeological Consultants, Inc. 
117 Calle Conejo 
Los Fresnos, TX  78566 
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County Location Map 
 

County: Nueces      Project CSJ: 0101-06-095 
 
Project Name: Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and Roadway 
Improvements, City of Corpus Christi; Corpus Christi District 
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Additional APE
Existing roadway

Additional APE
Existing roadway

Exhibit A. The selected route showing additional APE highlighted in yellow.

 Selected Route
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CounarrmEs

ENDANGEREo Pnoptntns
1914 COURTHOUSE
OLD BAYVIEW CEMETERY

HrsroRY AppnEcrnrroN
HISTORICAL MARKERS
NCHCARCHIVES
ORALHISTORY
HERITAGETOURISM
MUSEUMS
ARCHEOLOGY

Crnrnrco LocAL
GovERnrunNr
PUBLIC POLICY

NUNCNS COUNTY HTSTORICAL COUIVUSSION
NUECES CouNrv CounrHousu. g0l, LEopARD Srnssr, RooM 110.03
CoRPUS CHnrsrL TX7840l

September 2,2014

Sharon Dornheim, Staff Archeologist
Cultural Resources Management Section
Environmental Affairs Division
Texas Department of Transportation
125 E.11th St reet
Austin, Texas 78701 -2483

RE: CJS:0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge
Replacement and Roadway lmprovements, City of Corpus
Christi, Section 106 Continuing Consultation; Nueces County,
Corpus Christi District

Dear Sharon:

The Nueces County Historical Commission has reviewed the
findings with respect to this project involving archeological
historic properties 36 CFR 800.16 (l) that no archeological
historic properties would be affected by this project. Also,
concur that no archeological investigation is warranted at
this t ime.

Thank you for your efforts in Corpus Christi, Nueces County.

Si4cerely, '

rttiffi 6trwJ;nrrox)
Anita Eisenhauer, Chairman
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Re: Section 106 Continuing Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Corpus Christi District

CSJ: 0101-06-095; Harbor Bridge and US 181, Bridge Replacement and
Roadway lmprovements, City of Corpus Christi; Nueces County

Thank you for your attention to this matter. lf you have questions, please contact Eric
Oksanen (TxDOT Archeologist) at 5121416-2505 (email: Eric.Oksanen@txdot.gov) or
me at 5121416-2638 (email: Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov). When replying to this
correspondence by US Mail, please ensure that the envelope address includes
reference to the Archeological Studies Branch, Environmental Affairs Division.

Sincerely,

&a^ M,a,/,/r/^
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeolog ist / Consu ltation Coo rd i nator
Archeological Studies Branch
Envi ronmental Affairs Division

A, \ * *  Y n
UiA)& AALt.$\ctsalJ Stn .  ? , ; t l L l

Concurrence by: egftr4\N\n Date:
NUPetg cl, i*t9'rwr.(r+r- ccmnt te9r0 N

Attachments

cc w/attachments:
ENV-ARCH Project File / ENV-ARCH ECOS
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CSJ: 0101-06-095 Appendix B 

SECTION 4(f) COORDINATION 

Final Environmental Impact Statement – US 181 Harbor Bridge – December 2014 
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CSJ: 0101-06-095 Appendix B 

PERMIT COORDINATION 

Final Environmental Impact Statement – US 181 Harbor Bridge – December 2014 
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